In contemporary artworks of so-called post-media assemblage, screens can be argued to emphasize, interconnect and rearticulate relationships between various parts in various modalities of imagemaking and display. They can be understood to produce gesturality that maintains conditions of mediality, which is the sustenance of relations between different parts of the media ensemble. This paper is an attempt to understand screens by analysing the gesturality that they propagate and not just facilitate. For this purpose, the paper interrogates the intermediality of screens in contemporary media arts that rely on this gesturality. By closely analysing contemporary media art installations such as Solar Reserve (Tonopah, Nevada) (John Gerrard, 2014) and Shadow 3 (Shilpa Gupta, 2007), this paper elaborates a concept of intermediality as an unfixed state and describes in-betweenness as enabling an openness to continuously form, unform and deform relations with different entities, thereby producing a gestural modality.
. This rich literature has unveiled new perspectives on the history and contemporary workings of media through screens. W. J. T. Mitchell (2015, 234) analysed the duality of screens in their hiding and revealing. He argues that in cinema and in television we see on and through screens as they project and display. The multiple modalities of screens do not imply that screens are platforms, formats, and/or mediums. Instead, they show what we see and are the connection between other media such as television, computers and films, an "in-between manifestation" of medium, format and platform (Acland 2012, 168) . I propose the next steps to study the scope and role of screens in the various forms of contemporary postmedia assemblages that thrive on the instability and multiplicity of connections between its parts. Post-media assemblages are based on the concept of assemblages provided by Deleuze and Guattari (1980/2017) to emphasize the arrangement of its parts, human and nonhuman. As a "non-totalizable sum" (Bennett 2010, 24) , assemblages are useful to emphasize the agency of nonhuman elements, and the relationality of the parts in its emergent properties. In the context of this paper, a contemporary art installation can be considered an assemblage where the shifting capacities of the components produce new relations and encounters. The capacity of screens is of particular interest in this complex network of human bodies and nonhuman things, not only in emphasizing its engagement with other parts, but also how screens can be defined in the process.
Screens have taken on additional function than merely that of display in the post-media condition. The contemporary convergence culture (Jenkins 2006) indicates easy migration of content between media, furthermore, screens are the common constituent of image production, display and distribution. In the postmedia condition, researches indicate that screens elicit new gestures, behaviours and experiences, as different functionalities of digital screens are activated when interfacing between humans and hardware, software and hardware, and humans and software (Paul 2015) . 1 Keeping this in mind, screens can be argued to emphasize, interconnect and rearticulate the relationship between various parts of a media assemblage, such as the image, the technological device such as a smartphone or computer, and the user -in various modalities of image-making and display. I am proposing an interpretation of screens by the way of analysing the gesturality that they produce. What would an extrapolation of the gestural performativity of screens allow us to see in terms of relations that are formed 1 Different screens initiate a different behaviour: the cinematic screen calls for a certain modality of viewing while navigating with the help of Google maps on mobile screens elicits a different response to the screen. Intermediality of Screens in Post-Media Assemblages by and through screens that previous studies have not? Here, I am considering other ideas of gestures where they are not just about movements of bodies. While gestures may be vital in any interaction, gesturality is always already present in the circulation and connection between parts of an unstable media assemblage. Furthermore, I argue that this gesturality is propagated and not just facilitated by screens. I specifically interrogate the intermediality of screens that aids this gesturality of screens in contemporary media arts. Following Giorgio Agamben's idea that gestures are "not the sphere of the end itself but rather the sphere of pure and endless mediality," (2000, 58) gesturality can be understood as maintaining conditions of mediality, that is the sustenance of relations between different parts of the media ensemble. However, my concern in studying this kind of meaning of gestures is to open a door to the discussion on the instability of the identity of screens and their existence in the materialization of relations and enactment of agency. Such contemplation stems from posthumanist concerns, where agency of nonhuman entities is interrogated in order to understand the organization of dynamic relations to form a structure.
In the Mix -Screens, Images and Human Bodies in Post-Media
Gestures have classically been understood as a form of communication that plays out via the movements of human bodies (Darwin 1872; Eibl-Eibesfeldt 1972) , signifying meaning through their expressiveness. This understanding recognizes gestures as a means of transmitting information about feelings and ideas, however ambiguous or opaque they may be. More recently, and in relation to onscreen gestures, Michelle Langford (2006, 137) suggested two main types of gestures to be found in cinema. Histrionic gestures comprise codes that have developed historically to contain a specific meaning while naturalistic gestures are more impulsive and motivated towards an action. Both kinds are encoded and can be deciphered in order to produce signification. While Langford counters these classifications of gestures with examples where gestures do not have a fixed meaning, 2 she nevertheless provides a semiotic understanding of gestures where these are used as a mode of communication along with or in addition to speech. Such a one-dimensional comprehension of gestures does not take into account the context of the performance of gestures and the body performing the gestures.
It would be a mistake to consider gestures to substitute for words or compliment language such as in the example of a nod to mean only agreement to something. In several instances, the co-mingling of gestural significations is such that consideration of one aspect renders the discussion incomplete. For example, a nod also carries a history of body movements ingrained in the sociality of a specific time and place. In some cultures, such as in Greece and Bulgaria, a nod is considered to be a refusal (LeFrance and Mayo 1978) . However, my point is not about whether an action or movement can be decoded, but rather that gestures are already multivalent. In the field of social robotics, for example, where specific kinds of gestures are studied as being part of human behaviour, ironically, the multivalency of the very same human gestures is ignored.
Moreover, the location of gestures in human body gives an incomplete understanding of the relations between humans and nonhuman entities in such complex interwoven relations as we have, for example, in cinema. Lesley Stern (2008, 206, 188) interrogates a gestural discourse that is set up in cinema with the relations between the actors, director, cameraman, editor and the instruments used by them. Bringing together the concepts of mimesis and pathos, she argues that gestures are mimetic as each gesture calls for a gestural response (Stern 2008, 202) . In cinema, the gestures of the actors elicit a gestural response from the spectators as well, which does not mean the repetition of the actions of the actors, but a transfer of the intensity of the gesture in the spectator's bodies affectively. Mimesis is in the intensity of the gesture and not in its meaning (Stern 2008, 202) . The gestures of the film camera, editing or sound have the effect of moving the viewers. Akira Mizuta Lippit (2008, 117) broadly identifies two gesturing bodies with different approaches to "inscribe" gestures: that of the actors and various cinematic apparatuses such as camera (that gesture by panning, tilting, point of view shots) and editing (gesturing a space-time continuity or discontinuity, jarring movements or continuous movements by consecutive shots). Lippit coins the term "digesture" to talk about the gestures of these two bodies. In various works of experimental cinema, Lippit (2008, 121) describes the gestures of these two bodies that could give rise to new gestures. For example, in Martin Arnold's works, pièce touchée (1989), Passage a l'acte (1993) and Alone. Life Wastes Andy Hardy (1998), movement of actors from Hollywood film scenes are de-and re-constructed. Arnold repeats the movements of actors over and over again, glitching, slowing, reversing and inverting them. The gestures of the actor's body and the editing apparatus give rise to new gestures that are not situated in the original work. Further on, Lippit describes the work Deanimated (The Invisible Ghost, 2002) by Martin Arnold as an instance where the erasure of the bodies takes place digitally. Arnold edits out the actors or their mouths leading to gestures without bodies (Lippit 2008, 127) . Similar to Stern, Lippit too recognizes the agency of other non-human actors in cinema such as the camera and editing. On the one hand, Stern's observations are on the gestural dialogues between various bodies and the translation of these into affect -an emotional experience for the viewers. On the other hand, Lippit is firmly concerned with the effect of gestures on the bodies and their erasure. However, both are concerned with the "migration" of gestures between bodies, cultures and contexts (Noland 2008, xvi) . Moreover, along with the movement of gestures there are also concerns regarding their inscription. There is always someone or something, a human or nonhuman entity, witnessing, recording, effected or affected by the gestures.
In this unravelling of gestural migration described by Stern and Lippit, the location and meaning of gestures has been complicated. In terms of the location of the gesture, in Stern and Lippit's discussions, gestures have been separated from the context of human body in order to interrogate the gestures of non-human bodies. Stern moves away from the meaning of gestures to the intensity of gestures, in other words, the affect produced by the gesture; and Lippit is not interested in the meaning but in the gesturing body and the lack of a body. However, their discussion is limited to cinema and the cinematic instruments. Here, the role of spectator is also limited to simply being affected upon. It does not consider the networks of relations of various entities with dynamic capacities in a post-media assemblage. In such a configuration, the gestural discourse extends to the network of humans, screens, images and the technological apparatus. There are not just two gesturing bodies as argued by Lippit but several other bodies contributing to the gestural conversation.
Further on, nonhuman entities such as images and screens are endowed with greater mobility where both can traverse various media forms with ease, taking on new capacities and building new connections. An example of such a transversal movement and reconnection of entities can be seen in changing the orientation of a mobile phone from vertical to horizontal, where the image too changes its orientation. Here, the movement of the beholder's hands almost simultaneously changes the orientation of the screen and image. A number of entities are gesturing when the orientation of a phone changes: the accelerometer (inside the mobile phone) prompts the change in the orientation of the image, the image on the screen, which actually rotates, the arm that flicks the phone in this case, the support frame of the screens that becomes visible in the gesturing, as well as the body of the viewer in which an affective gesturing takes place. It can also be argued that the image is gesturing to reveal itself in the change of orientation. So, even a modest action of changing the direction of the mobile phone is a cryptic indication of which entity is gesturing -the phone, image, screen or the person. More likely, in this entanglement, gestures are not produced by one entity. Hence, it is more useful to analyse gesturality or gestural performance in the movement and interaction of different entities.
Whilst the connected but blurred boundaries of entities provide an insight into the gestural performance of the assemblage, focussing on the participation of screens illustrates its distributive performance. Some gestures are conflated by the screens in the configuration considered above. The screens connect to various bodies in their multiple modalities such as displaying graphics to the person holding the phone; and depending on the input by the person, the screens initiate the software to run a particular function. In this way, the multifaceted modalities of screens not only help in negotiating the distributed entities (of all kinds) across media but help perform this distribution. This arrangement of bodies through the reworking of connections becomes central to a new kind of gesturality that we might ascribe to nonhuman entities such as screens. Gesturality may already be present, but screens are setting up a potentiality for the gestures to circulate. Being in-between the body and the image, the body and the machine, and the image and the software, the screens interface between these multiple entities and in the process facilitate a particular kind of gesturality. They set up a space for the gestural performance of various entities which they are very much a part of. The gestural capacity of screens to create, break or expand the relations with various elements reinforces their position in a techno-social set-up by indicating that the role of screens goes beyond that of being mere containers for images. Furthermore, these gestures are not just actions or set of movements, they indicate the support and possibilities through which several components can associate and converse with each other. To elaborate on this understanding of gestures as sustaining actions, let's turn to Agamben. In his seminal text, Notes on Gesture, Agamben (2000, 50-51) refrains from attributing two kinds of meanings that gestures are usually associated with. Firstly, they provide psychological insights; and secondly, gestures carry a symbolic meaning as usually seen in dance. Instead, he elaborates on the third meaning of gestures, placing them in the realm of non-representation (Agamben 2000, 58) . By stating that gestures offer "pure and endless mediality," Agamben (2000, 58) refers to their betweenness. Drawing upon Aristotle's poiesis (making), which is means to an end, and praxis (action), where the action itself is the end, Intermediality of Screens in Post-Media Assemblages Agamben (2000, 57) situates gestures in the middle of poiesis and praxis, where they become means without end. He argues that both a pornographic film and a mime performance have gestures that are "suspended in and by their own mediality," as reaching the goal in both these cases would complete the act (Agamben 2000, 57) . These gestures do not start an action with a purpose, nor is a particular end intended. If gestures are means that do not arrive at a certain goal, then they "endure and support" the action (Agamben 2000, 56) . This means that gestures can be understood as movements that carry on the action, propelling as well as nurturing it without completing it. Agamben (1991) has been largely inspired by Kommerall's ideas on gesture, according to which gestures are the "communication of a communicability," which refers more to the potential than an expression of certainty. Yet, gestures cannot be expressed in language (Agamben 2000, 59) ; not since gestures and language are two different modes of communication, but because language is incapable of communicating gestures. This is why has even referred to gestures as being a "gag," where the person cannot speak and mimes.
If gestures produce mediality, then we should examine what is understood by mediality in the context of this paper. In a reassessment of media experience in the USA since 9/11, Grusin (2010, 72) describes mediality as highlighting the "ways in which they [media] function as agents" and formulates a relationship between affect and mediality (see Grusin 2010, 79-80) . 3 While he is interested in how mediality is used to affect power, I am more interested in understanding the basis of the connection between affect and mediality. A mediality that is affective indicates a deep engagement with the qualities of the medium.
As discussed above, gesturality can be understood as sustenance of mediality, relations that sustain the gestures in certain situations. These relations are continuously negotiated as capacities. The connections not only produce movements that we are able to see, but are also "excavate(ing) inward movements that endure at a deeper level" (Pisters 2015) . However, when thinking about screens, the intermediality of screens has to be acknowledged. This mediality is a betweenness of screens where they are able to articulate relations between various entities. This betweenness does not only refer to the position of screens and its intermedial travels both within and across media, but also to the modes of reconfigurations, facilitated by screens, between various entities. In order to understand the performative operations of intermediality of screens, I will consider two ways of understanding it. 3 He relies on Brian Massumi's (2002) formulation of the operation of modulating affect.
Intermedial Gesturality a) Intermediality through movement within and across media
In the post-media age, scholars, artists and media practitioners have become attentive to "configurations which have to do with a crossing of borders between media" (Rajewsky 2005, 46; Pethő 2014; Balme 2004, 7) , interaction of materiality between media and transformation of media (Paech 2014; Spielmann 2001) .
Given that the interwoven medial relations in the post-media condition are relational, unstable and constantly reshaping, the conditions of intermediality also have to be redefined. Therefore, instead of approaching intermediality via the concept of media as done by Clüver (2007), Müller (2010) , Paech (2014) and Elleström (2010) , I find it more helpful in the contemporary media space to study intermediality as a space for transformation and emergence. Yvonne Spielmann (2001, 61) insists on a fusion of elements in intermedia, in other words, where elements of the media combined cannot be recognized. She suggests understanding intermedia as a concept which can be used to address the metamorphosis between media, the construction of this metamorphosis or as a tool for aesthetic changes. Irina Rajewsky (2005, 47-48) has argued that intermediality can be understood as a "fundamental condition or category" or "a critical category for concrete analysis of specific conditions." Both Spielmann (2001) and Rajewsky (2005) seem to suggest that intermediality can be argued to denote an unfixed state. Higgins (1981, 53) , while cautiously suggesting that intermedia is not a movement or a special quality of the artwork, declares intermediality to be a way to understand and talk about the art work. This way, intermediality can be argued to be situated in a practice and not an area of study. It can be understood as a condition and not a category of media (Elleström 2010, 39) . As Jill Bennet (2007, 434) remarks, intermediality is "not just an issue of medium," but becomes a "transdisciplinary sphere of operation" that lies at a juncture of different practices and technologies. This juncture can be the inbetweenness described by Ágnes Pethő (2014, 474-475) , where the intermediality is in a state of "becoming" -a term elaborated by Deleuze and Guattari (2004) to address a state of unfolding, instability and immanence. Intermediality then, becomes a state of potential that exists at the "molecular" level.
Understanding intermediality as a practice that moves across disciplines and media is helpful to understand the medial interconnections of screens. On the other hand, screens are employed across stages of production and display in various media. This way screens are not only inter-medial but also intramedial, that is they are not only between media but also within a medium as well. Interestingly, many times the inter-and intra-mediality persist together. By the way of analysing John Gerrard's work, I exemplify a gestural performance of screens through their inter-and intra-mediality as they traverse through various media. John Gerrard creates works that are real-time computer simulations of actual places and events. Gerard uses various media technologies at each step of the production of his works, starting with photographs that provide the basis for 3D renderings of the place. These are created first on imaging software like Maya and Photoshop, and then on the gaming engine, Unigine. The 2014 work, Solar Reserve (Tonopah, Nevada) [ Fig. 1 ] simulates the solar power project in Tonopah in Nevada, USA. More than ten thousand sun-tracking mirrors, called heliostats, focus the heat from the sun on a tower containing molten salt that generates electricity. The slow-moving camera simulation shows the solar reserve in sixty minutes from various angles. The work tracks the real-time movement of the sun mirroring the real-time sky of the original site in Nevada.
Using photographs as visual evidence of reality, Gerrard creates digital models from thousands of photographs of the place. With the change in medium from photographs to virtual models comes a change in the screen. From the screen of the camera, the photographs are transferred onto the screen of a computer for the virtual scene to be created. Heliostats are created as digital objects. Gerrard refers to such objects as "image objects" (Forrest 2015) due to their sharp resolution and immense detailing to appear real, not to forget that they are in fact based on real objects. This lends a sculptural quality to the objects, whereby they are created by hand but are mediated by a screen. These "sculptural photographs" (Groom 2010, 127) , made on a screen, acquire a temporal character through the slow movement of camera and the movement of the sun. Gerrard's use of terms is testament to his artistic process that incorporates various media like photographs, sculpture, graphics, software and cinema. Additionally, this image-making process across media is facilitated by the synthesis of the multi-directional (on, through, in and behind -as illustrated by Mitchell [2015] ) functions of screens.
The use of Unigine compels the consideration of the medium of gaming. Unigine is used to create 3-d and 2-d worlds and simulations mostly for video games. There are differences in the gaming world and the scene created by Gerrard that are not limited to using real places as a point of reference. The major difference lies in the engagement with the screen. Most virtual world games allow direct participation and influence on the virtual world. The screen is an instrument to enter the virtual space and explore the virtual landscape. Solar Reserve (Tonopah, Nevada) also creates a virtual world, but one that can only be observed from the outside and not manipulated by the audience. The large screen used during the display of the work does not encourage the haptic interaction and immersive potential of a gaming interface readily provided by Unigine. Instead, the large screen here reinforces the barrier between the viewing space and the virtual space onscreen. However, Gerrard insists on creating an experience in the "slippery" space between the real and its representation (Groom 2010, 131; Forrest 2015) through immense detailing of the scene and the real-time movement of the sun. Recognizing that the heliostats continue to track the sun even when the observer has left, makes the encounter with the screen at a particular time a memorable event. Moreover, during the making of the work, the images of the actual place in Tonopah are turned into data that is shared, edited and amplified via computer screens. This makes screens "information surfaces," a term used by Huhtamo (2004) to mark the transformation of screens with the changing social and cultural associations.
Gerrard's works have been referred to as post-cinematic (Becker 2014) . A much discussed term in cinema studies, post-cinema broadly marks the changes in filmmaking, distribution and viewing modalities. Casetti uses the term "relocation of cinema" to describe the contemporary process that has repositioned the cinematic experience in new settings and new devices other than the cinema hall, such as computers and mobile phones (Casetti 2016). In this sense, Solar Reserve (Tonopah, Nevada) invokes post-cinematic experience and attention while viewing the simulation, as well as in the movement of cinema across different media during the making of the work, as it traverses across media from its photographic antecedents to the simulated camera movement, with the screen as its constant companion.
The screens are not merely mediating these media but performing the mutating tripartite relationship between the artwork, the artist and the observer, depending upon the screen modality. In this way, the intermediality of screens can be seen as a condition that operates in-between various components and practices. In their movement, the screens are unforming and reforming relationally with numerous entities. In this posturing they embody several processes taking place in the installation. The screens examine the intensities, enunciations and movements of the media art installation, whereby expressing the emergent properties of the installation.
b) Intermediality through in-betweenness
Screens support the actions of the machinic components (hardware, software) and the humans in an interactive art installation by presenting the interface that communicates with the participant and the machine. The algorithmic functions, calculations and signal transfers made by software are concealed by the screens. On the other hand, screens express what is required and understood by the participant and leave out the processual information of the task. However, the concealment of the backend functions is not how the screens perform their gestural agency; instead, this lies in the capacity provided by in-betweenness.
Discussing interactive art, Munster (2016, 59) points out that "the inbetween is not an occupiable space but rather a dynamic and moving register of tendencies." Munster considers in-betweenness as a potential for deep and ever changing relations between technical entities and humans. This concept of in-betweenness can be applied to the idea of the gesturality of screens whereby it is able to form relations with various parts. Through the relations, the screens are able to execute certain functions, take on roles and express affects. This way betweenness is not a given position but is occupied depending on the arrangement of entities. The configuration of entities in turn depends upon their capacities of forming relations. In their relational entanglements, screens present new instances of interaction that may be used for further actions. Such an understanding of intermediality of screens highlights the transformations produced at a perceptive level as shifts in intensities and affects leading to a sensorial experience. These instances can be seen in media art installations where screens are generating medial interconnections.
Shadow 3 (2007) [Fig.2 ] by Shilpa Gupta is such an interactive media installation. In a dark room, the participants enter to face a large screen. The shadows of the participants are seen on the screen. However, these are not shadows but silhouettes that are captured by the motion capture device, Kinect, placed in front of the participants just below the screen. As the participants take their position in front of the screen, a string gets attached to their silhouettes on the screen. Shadows of numerous objects start sliding through the string towards the shadow of the audience members. The shadows of objects get attached to the silhouettes of the participants. The two are compiled into one assemblage. As the participants move, the attached objects move with them. Moreover, other participants can interact with these newly formed assemblages and transfer the objects from and to other participants. When the participant's silhouette is attached to the shadows of other objects, they become different objects. The fusion of the participants and the objects is a creation of temporary medial assemblages made in a particular time and space. They can be modified and reshaped by adding or lending shadows, that is, participants can extract objects from other people-object assemblages to add to their composition. During the transferring of the shadows of the objects, the screen facilitates two important connections: firstly, the combination of the shadows of the objects and the participants' bodies is different with each fusion, producing diverse shapes and affect; secondly, a collective experience is delivered in the assembling of the silhouettes of all participants at a given time on the screen.
In this installation, the screen is used by the participants to connect and interact with their silhouettes. It is an object of orientation through which they can engage and interact with their own body. Watching their silhouette on screen combining with various objects, the participants are able to experience their bodies external to themselves. The silhouette of the participant's body interacts with the shadows of objects that are not physically presented to the audience members. The screen offers a space where the participant's body can be transported and transfixed in a relationship with elements that have no actual form. Moreover, the participant's body evokes the outline of the body that we have become familiar with from devices such as Kinect and Wii that display the body as an onscreen avatar interacting with virtual objects. The screen here becomes a threefold space for display, interaction and performance.
A significant work that has used the silhouettes of human body on screen is VideoPlace (1985) by Myron Krueger. VideoPlace, a pioneering work in interactive media art, consists of several interactive programs. The silhouette of participants is projected on the screen in front of them. They can then interact with a variety of graphic images such as mountains, seas, miniature version of themselves, among others (Krueger 1985) . There are a few works that use shadows on screen, such as Multiple Shadow House (2010) by Olafur Eliasson, Frost Frames (2000) by Shiro Takatani. But these are fundamentally different from VideoPlace and Shadow 3 as they rely on the shadows of the audience members and not their silhouettes. They require the audience to stand or move in front of the lights in the installation and cast shadows on a screen. The work Body Movies (2001) from the Relational Architecture series [ Fig. 3 ] by Rafael Lozano-Hemmer also uses shadows of audience members. But the idea does not lie in casting shadows by obstructing light, instead, the shadows of the participants reveal other portraits that are projected on the screen. These other portraits are not seen in the brightly lit building, but can only be seen when the audience obstruct the light, cast their shadow and expose the portraits.
In the three works, VideoPlace, Body Movies and Shadow 3, there is a connection that is formed not just with the images or shadows that are projected on the screen, but with the screen itself, though there are different modalities at work in these installations. All three works use silhouettes and shadows, so the visual details of the bodies are missing. While discussing VideoPlace, Munster (2006, 146) pointed out that since the silhouette onscreen is not the exact copy of the body in front of the screen, it is a "body of information" rather than one of "representation." It may seem that the gesturality of screens is the same in all three works, they are hiding and revealing, creating human-machine assemblages, relating different parts of the assemblage, and facilitating the interaction between machines and participants. However, the performance of that gesturality is different as each installation emphasizes a particular reconfiguration of relations among entities. The intermediality of screens grants a dynamic space in the varying qualities and configurations of the relations with other parts. In VideoPlace, the significant relationship lies in the gap that Munster (2006, 146) identified between the actual and information bodies. The gestural capacity of screens lies in maintaining this gap. The software provides instances that force the body to act in different ways. At the same time, the incapability of the software to replicate the participant's body means that the participant is constantly relating to the image on screen. In this way, screens facilitate the relation or the lack of it between the two kinds of bodies. In Body Movies, the screens are revealing the images that are already projected but not seen. As the images are seen only in the darkness of the shadow of the participants, the gesturality of screens is revealing the image.
The in-betweenness of screens makes it possible to circulate gesturality among the various entities of a set-up in such artworks. The intermediality of screens understood as an emergent state is then a mode of reconfiguring the relationship between image, artist, audience, and other components of the media art assemblage. 
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